In contrast to the international convention (SI System) were monitored on the densitometer Elscript III from and the rules of this Journal, the term "percent" is used Hirschmann, Munich, Germany. Serum cholesterol and tri-0340-076X/82/0020-0457$02.00acylglycerol were measured enzymatically (4,5) using test combinations from Boehringer, Mannheim. In some selected samples VLDL were separated from other lipoproteins by flotation in the preparative ultracentrifuge (Beckman, Spinco Model L5-65) using a SW 65 rotor for 18 h at 105 000 £. The top fraction was washed in isotonic NaCl solution and recentrifuged under the same conditions and cholesteroi determined (VLDL-cholesterol).
Because the original equations are relatively intricate for the routine use, a nomogram 1 ) was developed on the basis of the foilowing modified equations, where pre-/J (%) is replaced by As a consequence of the frequent overestimation of VLDL-cholesterol, the Friedewald formula tends to yield too low LDL-cholesterol values (flg. 3). Setting the limit of decision at 1.9 g/l LDL-cholesterol (6), only 23 out of 51 examined patients are classified äs high-risk by this method äs compared to 30 patients, when the electrophoretic method is applied. All 51 patients had total cholesterol levels between 2.0 and 3.0 g/l, and triacylglycerol levels between 0.5 and 3.5 g/l. glycerol concentrations (up to 2,0 g/l), the electrophoretieally determined pre-0-lipoprotein cholesterol was found to be equivalent to the figure "triacylglycerol/ 8" within the same limits of ± 0.15 g/l.
Above this limit (2.0 g/l), VLDL-cholestearol cannot be estimated from triacylglycerol. This is in contrast to Friedewald et al. (1), who give a limit of 4.0 g/l triacyU glycerol. The quantitative lipöprotein electrophoresis, on the other hand, is a siiitable roütine method for the distinct measurement of VLDL-cholesterol and LDLcholesterol in sera with elevated (more than 2.0 g/l) triacylglycerol.
Regarding the determination of HDL-cholesterol, we observed small but systematic differences between the 2 methods compared ( fig. 3) 
